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INTRODUCTION 
Some years ago, in 1972 to be exact, I was a student 
senator at Sky View High School. Every once in a while we 
would be called together to discuss issues that affected 
our school. One particular session dealt with school 
population. Six years ago we were experiencing a lot of 
overcrowding in the school auditorium. The authorities 
at that time were concerned, and were asking our opinions, 
as student leaders, on the issue. 
During that meeting, we learned that the school 
district owned land above Hyrum, and eventually a high 
school for the south end of the valley was to be built. 
This struck me as odd because Hyrum was the location of 
the old South Cache High School. Furthermore, Sky View 
is located in the north of the valley in Smithfield. 
Smithfield is close, three or four miles to Richmond, 
where the old North Cache High School had been. It 
seemed to me then, that we were returning to the old 
pre-consolidation days (1963). 
I have subsequently learned that the crowding at 
Sky View has increased, while Logan High's population 
has declined. The two schools are no longer even in the 
same classification or region. Logan City School District 
Superintendent recently wrote, in a list of topics he 
prepared for discussion with his school board, that "If 
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consolidation were to take place, Logan High School could 
be increased by 300 to 400 students without necessarily 
eliminating the strong points for a medium size high 
school. 111 
Dr. Blair's comment brings us to the central theme of 
my study, that of "consolidation," or "re-organization" 
of the school districts in Cache Valley. The problems of 
the high schools have been mentioned; a similar situation 
exists in reference to elementary schools. At the same 
time that the voters in Cache County have approved a bond 
issue to increase the number of elementary classrooms, 
Logan has an elementary school with only 42 students. 2 
There are other problems that need examination. For 
instance, Cache Valley as a whole is essentially one 
economic unit. However, a map of the two school districts 
would resemble a yolk sitting in the middle of the white 
of the egg. On the face of the issue, it makes little 
sense for a bus fleet to travel from the south, through 
the "yolk" of the city district, and onto the north and 
Sky View. Furth er study, though, might prove that the 
alternative is not any cheaper. We just don't know. 
In th e light of thes e developments and conditions, 
this study was conceived. It will discuss th e relevant 
problems of population and transportation, preceeded by a 
short history of the consolidation tr e nd state-wide and 
nationally. Also, some consideration will be given to 
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the politics of th e issue. It is hoped that this paper 
will prove to be a springboard for a larger, more detailed 
and fiscally sophisticated examination of the problem. 
I have incorporated, in this paper, some suggestions and 
recommendations to facilitate such a partner study. 
4 
SECTION I 
HISTORY OF ISSUE 
Nationally 
Consolidation of rural schools and school districts 
has been called the "most successfully implemented educa-
tional policy" 3 in America in the last 50 years. Gone 
are the days, almost, of the one room school house. A 
close look at the statistics will show how strong this 
trend has been. 
TABLE 14 
NUMBER OF PUBLIC SCHOOLS AND DISTRICTS, 1930-1972 
Elementary Schools Secondary 
Year Districts (Total) (1-Teacher) Schools 
1930 128,000 238,000 149,000 24,000 
1940 117,000 185,000 114,000 25,000 
1950 84,000 128,000 60,000 24,500 
1960 40,000 92,000 20,000 25,700 
1970 18,000 66,000 2,000 · 25,400 
1972 16,900 64,945 1, 4 75 25,927 
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Two things should be noted from this chart. In 47 
years the absolute number of secondary schools has 
increased by less than 8 percent, a figure obviously not 
in line with the rapid increase in population. Secondly, 
from a high of 63 percent in 1930, one teacher schools now 
constitute only 2 percent of all elementary schools. 
State-wide 
In the State of Utah, the trend has been much the 
same. When the Mormon pioneers first arrived in Utah 
(Deseret) one of the first things they did was to establish 
schools. In 1852 the county courts were assigned the 
responsibility to organize school districts; and in 1866 
the territorial legislature created the office of county 
superintendent of schools. This same year, the courts 
were given the power to create or alter existing school 
districts; which power was transferred to the county 
commissions on Utah's attaining statehood in 1896. 
These years were not ones of consolidation, however. 
Indeed, the opposite was true. In 1862, there were 70 
school districts, and this increased to a maximlli~ of 380 
districts by the time of statehood.· 
The first trend to reorganization was in the cities. 
Logan led the way by consolidating its five schools 
districts in 1872. Salt Lake would not merge its 20 
districts until 1890, when it was accomplished by 
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legislative mandate. The first Salt Lake City Superinten-
dent commented on the problem of dealing with many 
"constituents each with its petty jealousness. 115 
From this point through the early days of statehood, 
m~ny laws and recom.~endations were passed and the trend 
toward consolidation continued. In 1915 on the recommenda-
tion of Governor William Spry and others, the state 
legislature passed a law providing for each county, regard-
less of size to have its own school district. This was 
not to infringe on counties that already had more than 
one district, providing they had a total enrollment of 
5,000 or more. This fixed the districts at 39. In 1917 
Daggett County and Dag~ett School Districts were created 
out of the northern portion of Uintah County. This made 
40 districts and this is where we stand today. 
Various reports since 1917 have been done by state 
superintendents and others, recommending further 
reorganization; and, in some cases, further consolidation. 
The dates of the reports include: 1926, 1934, 1935, 
1939-1940, 1953, 1954, 1956, 1958, 1964, 1965, 1966 (two 
such reports this year), 1968 and 1973. Then came the 
Boren report of 1974. 
Cach e Valley 
As early as 1953, it was recommended that studies be 
dorie towards facilitating a Logan-Cache School District. 
The Utah School Survey Commission's report of that year 
stated, in part, that "redistricting appears most 
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feasible in those counties in which more than one district 
is located, and in which a limited population exists. 
cities of the second class might, in some instances, be 
consolidated with county systems, such as . 
with Cache. 116 
. Logan 
That issue, so annunciated in 1953 has been with us 
in varying degrees of intensity for 25 years. The real 
push, however, has been the Boren report of 1974. Since 
that time, both school superintendents have concerned 
.themselves with the issue. Board agendas have been pre-
pared and studies have been made by both. The Boards of 
Education have concerned themselves with the issue also. 
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SECTION II 
POLITICAL AND LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS 
Citizen Support, Concern 
To begin with, citizen concern over the issue is very 
hard to determine. Dr. Boren, in his 1974 report was 
able to commission an opinion poll, done by Wasatch 
Opinion Research Corporation. This report was done state-
wide. In an interview with Dr. Boren this spring (1978), 
he gave me the results of this survey for Cache County-
Logan City. Before citing those figures, I wish to give 
a word of caution. The Boren figures did not differentiate 
between county-city replies. Also, there were only about 
14 responses taken in this part of the state (the entire 
results for Cache Valley will b e noted in the Appendix). 
Most of the replies tend to point to the resisting 
of change; any change. Fully 90 percent of those polled 
were very satisfied or somewhat satisfied, although very 
few gave reasons why. Very few people have even called 
their superintendent. F~fty-three percent of the people 
felt that combining districts would make it harder to 
influence educational decisions. This has seemed to be 
an important part of the resistance to school consolida-
tion. Throughout its history in the country, studies 
have been done to point out the importance of local 
9 
control, even as the one done by the National Institute 
of Education in 1976. 7 Finally, 71 percent of the people 
polled in Cache County favored either leaving the districts 
as they are (41.3 percent) or don't know (30.2 percent). 
Exp ert 's Views 
As far as the experts go, they seem to favor the 
idea of Logan-Cache consolidation. The State Superinten-
dent endorsed th e Boren report, and Dr. Boren, himself, 
is enthusiastic. In our interview he stated that "there · 
is no question that it would be economically beneficial." 
Dr. Oral Ballam, Dean of the College of Education at Utah 
State University, is favorable; but sees the need of 
further study. He favors the establishment of a blue 
ribbon panel with funding, to study the issue. 
Superintendents Position 
The positions of the district superintendents 
themselves are harder to get at. Naturally, they have 
interests that could swing them to either side of the 
issue. In listing deterrents to reorganization, Dr. 
Boren gave as Number 3 "Vested interests, personal and 
financial, will b e terminated. 118 He went on further to 
state that "anoth er reason for resistance to chang e is 
th e actions of superintendents who act out of fear after 
having been threatened by loss of employment and ordered 
10 
by their local boards of education to vigorously oppose 
reorganization. Some superintendents take up the task 
zealously. Others bury their personal and professional 
convictions and meekly act out their script. 
by their convictions and bury the script. 119 
Others stand 
School Board's Views 
The school boards also have some of the same interests. 
Kenneth W. Cuthbert, The President of the Logan Board of 
Education, in 1974, expressed his board as "very uneasy 
and somewhat emotionally involved in the issue regarding 
. . f h 1 , . h. ,. lO reorganization o sc oo sin tis area. The Logan 
Board's concern s e emed to center on their perception of 
non-involvem e nt in the decision process on this issu e . 
Cuthbert went on further to note, "It is hard for 
us to understand why decisions of the magnitude suggested 
in the views released by Dr. Talbot yesterday can be 
made without anyway involving any of the public in our 
11 
school system." Concern was also . expressed as to the 
judgment placed on the Logan City school system. 
The Cach e County Board reacted in a similar, and yet 
a different way. In their regular meeting of May 8, 1975, 
the board rejected any notion of a further study of the 
issue. Feelings were running high in the meeting and Mark 
Lindley of Wellsville was quoted as saying, "I don't feel 
the issu e needs to be brought out again. Let's leave it 
alone--drop it. 1112 The feeling was fairly unanimous, with 
11 
only Reed Durtschi of North Logan dissent in g. He said, 
"It rnakes us look ridiculous if we' re not at least willing 
to talk about it. 1113 
Perhaps Dr. Boren put his finger on the key to the 
issue when he told me that for the issue to be settled 
successfully, each superintendent would have to be 
thoroughly convinced as to its viability and desirability. 
The boards in their turn, would have to help the super-
intendents in a vigorous educational campaign to convince 
the public. Otherwise, he noted, the reorganization 
would have to be legislatively mandated. 'rhere are some 
obvious drawbacks to going that route; such as citizen 
resistance to "Salt Lake and the state" meddling in 
their affairs. 
Law and Attorney General's Opinion 
This leads directly into the legal questions that 
arise in attendance to the reorganization issue. Written 
into the state constitution of 1896 was a provision 
mandating that all cities of the first and second class 
must have their own school districts. At that tim e , Salt 
Lak e was th e only first class city, with Logan, Provo, 
and Ogden as second class cities. (The situation is th e 
same today, even though other cities have passed Logan 
in population.) In 1968 Dr. Walter D. Talbot, newly 
appointed State Superintendent, recommended three programs 
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of action. The third one was for a constitutional 
amendment to eliminate this requirement. In 1971, the 
legislature voted to put the issue on the ballot, and in 
November of 1972, voters in Utah passed the amendment that 
removed the first and second class cities' obligation to 
have their own separate district. 
The current legal question of the first magnitude seems 
to be a difference of philisophical interpretations of the 
law as to the status of the school district within Utah 
State government. To quote at length from Dr. Boren's 
report: 
In 1936 to state Attorney General opinion 
that it is within the discretion of the 
legislature to regulate and prescribe the 
size of the school districts. He further 
said that the legislature may make a 
school district include one county, two 
counties, or all the counties of the 
State of Utah. 
In 1969 the Attorney General ruled that 
the school districts are legal sub-
divisions of counties and therefore,the 
constitution prohibits the creation of 
school districts including more than one 
county. There seems to be direct contra-
diction in these two opinions.14 
Clearly, the districts in Cache County could consoli-
date, but the qu estion is how would they go about it, if 
they desir ed . 
SECTION III 
BUSINESS ISSUES 
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The business aspect of district reorganization needs 
extensive study. There are bound to be di s - ec onomies with 
the duplication of som e services, such as administrative 
and secretarial. Until someone with expertise in line item 
budg et ing is able to do a serious study on a cost-benefit 
basis, it cannot be known the extent of an y savings on 
dis-economies. Th ere are two areas I would like to briefly 
touch, however, that of busing and administrative costs. 
Transportation 
Transportation costs are very important to a districts 
budget. The total transportation costs for Cache County 
in 1975-1976 was $386,418. Those monies consisted mainly 
of salaries to bus drivers (61 percent) and items such as 
maintenance and replacement of v e hicles. Logan's cost · a 
me re $46,610. Ninety percent of these monies went to a 
local transport company, Cook Transportation. Any move 
to consolidate, and thereby deprive this local company of 
such a contract would meet with stiff resistance. Dr. 
James Blair, Logan City Superintendent, summed it up 
b es t when he said, 
Without an indepth study, it is difficult 
to hypothesize about the advantages or 
disadvantages in th e area of transporta-
tion. School districts with large 
transportation systems indicate that it 
is their largest single public relations 
conc e rn. 
Cache has a large investment in an excellent 
bus fleet. If that fleet is of sufficient 
size to absorb the Logan Transportation 
program without adding buses or personnel 
savings would be achieved.15 
Administrative Costs 
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When we look at the administrative aspect, we see Cache 
with a superintendent and assistant superintendent, and 
Logan with its superintendent. Of course, each administra-
tion has supportive services such as busin ess managers and 
s ec ret a ri a l services. This is the area that Dr. William 
Boren, in his int er view with me in the spring of 1978, 
indicat e d the most savings could occur. 
Duplication or not, both Cache County and Logan City 
do well in administrative costs compared to the rest of 
th e state. (See Table 9 in Appendix.) Cache has the 
fifth lowest administrative ratio cost, compared to total 
budget, in the entire state (1.55 percent). Logan City 
is ninth with a 1.94 percent cost factor. 
Int erestingly eno ugh, in both cases each district 
was bettered by a district with a 10,000 or more pupil 
population. If the districts would combine and r ealize 
the ratio of the nearest district (that of Granite with 
a 1.31 p erce nt cost ratio) savings would amount to 
15 
$31,000. The calculations are based on the tables in the 
Appendix. They were arrived at by adding total expendi-
tures of both districts and multiplying that amount by 
the projected administrative ratio. 
Obviously, we do better in the State of Utah than 
nationally as a look at the following table will suggest. 
TABLE 2 
PERCENTAGE OF BUDGET FOR ADMINISTRATION BY DISTRICT SIZE 
0- 301- 2,500- 5,000- 10,000- 25,000+ 
300 2,499 4,999 9,999 24,999 
'ii . 116 r ationa 8.8 6.7 6.2 4.3 3.8 3.8 
State 17 7.5 4.9 2.7 2.0 1. 7 1. 6 
Clearly, as the size goes up, the cost ratio, goes 
down. However, "That is not enough to cover the lik\=lY 
diseconomies of transportation, nor is it enough to 
warrant the dislocation of large nurnbers of students. 1118 
SECTION IV 
POPULATION PROBLEMS 
Growth and Decline 
16 
Population pressures are having immediate effect in 
Cache Valley. The effects are various, however. In Cache 
County's lone high school, there are around 1,800 students. 
The capacity of the auditorium is around 1,200. When I 
was there in 1972, we were already experiencing double 
assemblies and lik e situations. With th e passag e of time, 
the problem has worsened. On the other hand, one of 
Logan's elementary schools has only 42 students. This 
school, as has been noted, is a four room school. Another 
elementary school in the Logan District is experiencing 
serious overcrowding. In one year alone the Kindergarten 
of Hillcrest School went from 67 (i976) to 93 (1977) . 19 
General trends seem to contradict the trend in Logan, 
however. The ~able below will show a decline in the City's 
enrollment, and a fairly substantial gain in the County's 
attendance (1971 figures not available). 
From being two-thirds the size of Cache County in 
1970, Logan is today less than half the county's size. 
If we take these sets of figures and try and project them 
into the future (a tentative proposition in the first 
17 
TABLE 3 
POPULATION TRENDS IN CACHE VALLEY SCHOOL DISTRICTS 
Year Cache County Logan City 
19 70 6,590 4,269 
1972 7,142 4,278 
1973 7,106 3,924 
1974 7,236 3,837 
1975 7,420 3 , 134 
1976 7,629 3,595 
1977 7,814 3,533 
pl a c e ) we would s ee that by 1985 Log a n Ci t y wo ul d be 
below 2,800. This last figure is critic a l, for th e Log an 
Superintendent h a s stated that "If Logan's stud e nt popu-
lation were to decline below 2,800, it would effect some 
rather serious changes in course offerings at our secondary 
schools and suggest the possibility of closing some 
elemen ,tary schools." 21 
These figures, and my projections are very misleading 
if we take into consideration the birthrate and the class 
composition. The graph b e low shows th e birthrate for 
Cach e County as a whole, with Lo ga n City's sh a re super-
impos e d. 
TABLE 4 
GRAPH OF POPULATIO N TRENDS22 
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The County and City trends are almost mirror images 
of state-wide trends. This baby boom is beginning to show 
up in enrollment figures for the lower grades. Hillcrest 
School is experiencing serious overcrowding, with an 
increase of 76 students in one year (1976-1977). Most of 
the increase has come in the Kindergarten, Second, Third, 
and Fifth Grades. (Posting increases of 26, 21, 10, and 
21, respectively, over their 1976 figures.) 23 Busing has 
been proposed by the Superintendent to relieve some of 
this overcrowding, but after strong public resistance, the 
superintendent had to back down and order a temporary 
1 t . 24 sou ion. 
The contrasts that I have tried to show with th e 
preceding data point to the nee d of a comprehensive popu-
lation study to ascertain the total impact of shifting 
trends on the district's enrollment levels. 
All discussions on population trends and enrollment 
levels are irrelevant unless considered in the light of 
the size of a district needed to maximize the educational 
experience. Many criteria can be used to arrive at a 
consensus, and some of the more important aspects such 
as administrative costs-ratio, have already been considered. 
The reasons given for the nationwide trend of consolidation 
that have been noted, were better cost benefits. 
District Size Needed 
Recommendations for the ideal size of a school 
district vary from state to state, as Tables 5 and 6 in 
20 
the Appendix will suggest. The recommendations also vary 
from authority to authority, ranging all the way from 1,000 
to 30,000 pupils. 
Size has an effect on the schools' curriculum, but 
the effect is a matter of disputation. Dr. Boren reports 
that "the literature and research over-whelmingly 
emphasize the relationship between size of school and 
educational program breadth. 1125 He quotes the Maxey and 
Thomas study as saying that "the larger the School district 
th e more course offerings are available to th e students. 
As enrollment increases, the mor e different course offer-
ings are available in the areas of foreign languages, 
busin ess education, vocational education, and technical 
education. 1126 The National Institute of Education's 
report, with a section called "The Myth of Improved 
Quality," seems to contradict Dr. Boren's findings. 27 
To conclude this section, I would like to refer to 
Dr. Boren's quotes from th e Gr~at Plains Project study. 
They recommend that a minimum of 3,500 students are 
needed for "s e l ected programs and services," a nd "isolated 
sparsely s e ttled areas --1,500 or less pupils" would be 
allowed "onl y by special approval of the State Board of 
Education. 1128 Yet, as Dr. Boren notes, "23 of Ut ah 's 40 
school districts (57.5 percent) enroll less than the 
minimum of 3,500 pupils each. 1129 At the time of this 
writing, Logan City's enrollment is just 33 pupils over 
this minimum. 
21 
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SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
I am very conscious of the limitation of this small 
study. It was intended to be a preliminary report, or an 
examination of the basis on which we need to build on to 
come to a responsible answer to this pressing issue. With 
this in mind, I'd like to sum up and offer some recommenda-
tions. 
The history of the country shows us that consolida-
tion of districts is a solid trend; one that has been going 
on for a long time. Consolidation has happened here in 
Cache Valley, indeed Logan City at one point was the trend 
setter. There must be a reason for all of the consolida-
tion moves of the last 50 years. Could it be that better 
programs result? Do children get a better education in 
a lc1rge district? Some people think so, hn-t- others are 
adamantly opposed to such a notion. When the Boren Report 
was issued, the Utah ·School Board Association commissioned 
a study larg ely as a reply to Boren's call for consolida-
tion. In this report, small school districts' virtues were 
extol led. I have also quot ed from a national study on the 
same subject. It seriously questioned the trend of 
consolidation. So, as is seen, a wide range of opinions 
do exist ; each with their own sources of statistics and 
experts to back up what they have to say. 
There are other important issues to consider. What 
23 
about · the old American tradition of local control? Will 
local control be sacrificed as our districts grow in size? 
Business issues take up a large part of the picture. 
Cost benefit analyses needs to be done in such fields as 
transportation and space utilization. Demographic issu es 
are important, too. We need serious studies of population 
trends before we decide anything. 
What about citizen participation and opinion: Is that 
important; and if so, to what extent? I remember about 
fifteen years ago, when they consolidated the two high 
schools in the county district. There was just about 
civil war in the valley. Most people were opposed, and yet, 
a few years later, none of those ~ho carried around 
petitions opposing consolidation wanted to go back to the 
old system. Cache Valley residents are not alone in this 
feeling. 
In the b egi nning consolidation wasn't 
generally welcomed. It is said that 
in one county not l ess than ninety-
percent of the citizens opposed it. 
rt is stated, ho wever , on equally 
reliable authority that today in this 
same county at least ninety percent 
of the people are heartedly in favor 
of consolidation.30 
This presents a . real dilemma in a democractic society. Do 
you force people to do what you know they will like and 
what is best for them, even though th ey oppose it 
initially? 
The very word "consoli dation " is an emotionally laden 
word, and perhaps I have been using it too loos e ly. Many 
people, on hearing the word, will get upset because they 
24 
believe th e word to mean the merging of attendance units. 
This is not necessarily so, but to clarify myself I would 
state that "consolidation" as used in this report, is 
synonymous with "reorganization." 
Now that the definitions are clear, I hope, I will 
conclude by giving three general suggestions, followed by 
five specific recommendations that I believe have some 
validity. First: Criteria should be set so as to be able 
to adequately judge the quality of education to be had 
under differ e nt circumstances. This is th e most elemental 
step, and needs to be done first. 
Second: There is a n eed to forsake individual vested 
int e r es ts, monetary and personal. Onl y then can one 
boldly follow th e issue wherever it might l ead. After 
all, the children should be our first consideration. 
Third: There is a n eed to keep an open mind to change 
while at th e same time not urg e chang e just for ch ange's 
sake. Adjustments will have to be made in the coming years 
becaus e the situation will not stagnate. It will take 
off on some course, predictable or not, and we need to be 
r ead y. 
Accordingly, the following are my recommendations: 
1. Appoint a blue ribbon panel with at least one 
full time professional for th e duration of the study 
(6 months - 1 y ea r). 
2. Provide for a county-wid e opinion poll that 
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would be representative of the people's true feelings. 
3. Do an in-depth, demographically sound study 
on population trends. Attention should be paid to such 
things as which areas are growing and age of families, 
birthrates should be noted. Housing starts, sewer hookups, 
and the like will need to be noted. 
4. Obtain either an opinion from the Attorney 
General or a declaratory judgment from the State Supreme 
Court as to the way that reorganization should be carried 
out. Various alternatives from voter referendum to 
legislative mandate should be considered. 
5. Have a financial expert study and come up with 
models on a cost-benefit basis as to transportation 
cost,/savings space utilization, administrative costs to 
be saved/lost by consolidation, etc. 
NOTES 
1. Blair, James C., Jr., Reorganization of Cache and 
Logan School Districts ·, Unpublished tentative 
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Discussion," May 9, 1975, p. 1. 
13. Ibid. 
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reports, 1970-1976 and Table 11 of this study. 
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Oppos e Hillcr est Busing," ~ob Findlay, April 12, · 
1978; "No Busing from Hillcrest," Bob Findlay, May 
24 ,'. 19 78. 
25. Boren, School District Reorganization, p. 40. 
26. Ibid., p. 41 
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TABLES 
TABLE 5 
SIZE RECOMJ.'-1.ENDATION FOR THE LOCAL 
ADMINISTRATIVE DISTRICT 
Individual/Organization 
National Commission on 
School District Reorgani-
zation (194 8) 
Howard Dawson, Department 
of Rural Education, The 
National Educational 
Association (1948) 
Harlan Beem, Midwest Educa-
tional Center 
Edgar L. Morphet, Univ. 
of California 
R. M. Eyman, Ohio County 
Superintendents Association 
Institute of Administrative 
Research, Teachers College, 
Minimum 
10,000 
1,600 
1,200 
2,500 
Optimum 
9,800-12,000 
11,000 
10,000 
10,000 
Columbia University (1961) 20,000-50,000 
William P. McClure, 
University of Illinois 5,000-6,000 
Organization of School 
Systems in Georgia (Study 
by George Peabody College 
1965) 
Master Plan for School 
District Organization in 
Ohio {1965). Some pro-
grams and services. 
Comprehensiv e programs 
and services. 
State Board of Education 
Study in Vermont 
Stephen Knezevich, Ameri-
can Association of School 
Administrators 
10,000 
3,500 
15,000 
15,000-20,000 
10,000 
25,000-35,000 
2,000-6,000 
10,000-12,000 
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Individu a l/Organization 
Connecticut Department 
of Education 
TABLE 5 
(Continued) 
Minimum Optimum 
5,000 for 
regionalized 
school districts 
Sourc e : William Inman, "Size and State School System 
Organization," A position pap e r for th e Great Plains 
School District Organization Proj e ct. 1968. pp. 16-17. 
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TABLE 6 
ADMINISTRATIVE SIZE RECOMMENDED BY OTHER STATES 
State 
California 
Connecticut 
Georgia 
Idaho 
{Superintendent's 
Association) 
Indiana 
Kansas 
Maine 
Michigan 
New York 
Pe nnsylvania 
Vermont 
Washington 
Size Recommendation 
2,000 minimum 
10, 000 pupils recommended 
Minimum of 5,000 ADM in regional 
school districts 
10,000 pupils minimum 
15,000 - 20,000 pupils is better 
10,000 - 15,000 optimum 
1,600 minimum 
2~ 1 000 - 30,000 maximum 
1,000 
1,200 
1,200 
2,000 
No specific size of district, but 
att e ndance units suggested 
indicated about a 2,000 pupil 
district size 
1,600 pupils mandated 
4,000 pupils recommended 
2,000 to 6,000 
1,000 
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TABLE 7 
PER PUPIL COSTS ADM FOR CURRENT OPERATION IN 
UTAH SCHOOL DiSTRICTS, 1973-1974 
Costs Costs 
per Student Student Per 
District ADM Enrollment District Enrollment ADM 
Daggett $1,568 180 Sevier 3,133 $803 
Tin tic 1,186 291 Iron 3, 2 76 752 
Piute 1,132 373 Duchesne 3,491 801 
Rich 1, 134 423 Logan 3,924 733 
Wayne 1,375 432 Carbon 4,011 · 810 
Park City 881 529 Washington 4,534 703 
N. Summit 811 659 Uintah 4,624 707 
s. Summit 8 72 747 Murray 6,027 708 
Garfield 1,143 864 Tooele 6,532 828 
Kan e 799 940 Cac~1e 7,106 739 
Beaver 1, 0 35 1,000 Box Elder 8,851 771 
Juab 806 1,028 Provo 9,006 774 
N. Sanpete 842 1,201 Nebo 10,284 698 
Morgan 761 1,411 Ogden 14,596 772 
s. Sanpete 841 1,667 Weber 19,123 719 
Grand 688 1,803 Alpine 19,174 685 
Wasatch 742 1,814 Salt Lake 29,154 795 
Emery 904 1,829 Jordan 29,932 680 
Millard 906 2,207 Davis 34,643 725 
San Juan 9 89 2,662 Granite 62,319 72 8 
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TABLE 8 
TOTAL CURRENT COSTS PER PUPIL IN ADM IN UTAH SCHOOL 
DISTRICTS, 1973-1974, BY DISTRICT POPULATION SIZE 
School District Nwnber of Dis- Average Range of 
Population tricts in this Costs per Costs High 
Range Population Student and Low 
Range ADM 
1- 500 5 $1,316 $1,751-1,132 
501- 1,000 6 924 1,143- 799 
1,001- 2,000 7 79 8 904- 742 
2,001- 5,000 9 800 989- 70 3 
5,001-10,000 5 764 828- 708 
10,000-and ov e r 8 729 795- 6 80 
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TABLE 9 
THE PERCENTAGE SCHOOL DISTRICT ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS 
ARE OF TOTAL MAINTENANCE AND OPERATION . BUDGETS, 
1973-1974 AND DOLLAR COSTS PER ADM 
District 
Weber 
Alpine 
Jordan 
Granite 
Cache 
Davis 
Provo 
Box Elder 
Logan 
Salt Lake 
Ogd en 
Too e l e 
Nebo 
Washing ton 
Duchesne 
Murray 
Sevier 
Millard 
San Ju a n 
Carbon 
Iron 
Uintah 
Emery 
S. Sanpete 
Wasatch 
Juab 
N. Sanpete 
Beaver 
Gar field 
Morgan 
Grand 
Kane 
Wayne 
S. Summit 
Rich 
Tintic 
Piute 
Park City 
N. Sumrni t 
Daggett 
Total 
.M & 0 
Expenses 
$13, 75 3, 961 
13,140,162 
20,352,278 
45,379,526 
5,247,748 
25,110,936 
6,972,519 
6,821,448 
2,877,300 
23,185,424 
11,264,118 
5,411,070 
7,181,288 
3,181,218 
2,795,102 
4,265,923 
2,517,221 
1,998,992 
2,633,725 
3,250,700 
2,463,092 
3,267, 749 
1,653,566 
1,401,222 
1,345,771 
828,295 
1,010,815 
1,035,011 
987,939 
1,073,692 
1,240,070 
750,800 
594,000 
651,585 
479,694 
345,171 
422,302 
466,162 
534,998 
31 5 ,120 
Total 
ADM 
Expenses 
$175,859 
170 ,000 
266,000 
596,423 
81, 59 3 
440,000 
134,000 
131,848 
55,780 
475,248 
232,838 
113,000 
152,971 
73,111 
67,100 
108,958 
66,240 
56,400 
74,209 
99,000 
75,000 
106,752 
56,572 
52,500 
50,524 
34,100 
43,500 
46,400 
44,458 
48,825 
56,500 
37,000 
31. 5 85 
39,400 
29,110 
21,730 
28,950 
32,100 
37,928 
33,800 
% of M & 0 
Expenses for 
Administration 
1. 2 8 
1. 29 
1. 31 
1. 31 
l. 55 
1. 75 
1. 92 
l. 93 
l. 94 
2.05 
2. 0 7 
2.09 
2.13 
2.29 
2.40 
2.55 
2.63 
2.82 
2.82 
3.04 
3.04 
3. 2 7 
3.42 
3.75 
3.75 
4.12 
4.30 
4.48 
4.50 
4.55 
4.56 
4.93 
5.32 
6.05 
6. 0 7 
6.30 
6.86 
6.89 
7.09 
10.72 
Dollar 
Costs 
Per ADM 
$ 9.20 
8.87 
8.89 
9.57 
11. 48 
12.70 
14.88 
14.90 
14.22 
16. 30 
15.95 
17.30 
14.87 
16.13 
19.2 2 
18.08 
21.14 
25.56 
27.88 
24.68 
22.89 
23.09 
30.93 
31. 49 
27.85 
33.17 
36.22 
46.40 
51. 46 
34.60 
31.34 
39. 36 
73.11 
52.74 
68.82 
74. 6 7 
77.61 
60.68 
57.55 
187.78 
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TABLE 10 
SCHOOL DISTRICT ADrUNISTRATIVE COSTS PER ADM AND 
AS A PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL MAINTENANCE AND OPERA-
TION BUDGET, 1973-1974 BY SCHOOL DISTRICT 
POPULA'rION SIZE 
Number of 
Districts 
School District in this 
Population Range Pop. Range 
1-500 5 
501-1,000 6 
1,001-2,000 7 
2,001-5,000 9 
5,001-10,000 5 
10,000-and over 8 
% of M&O 
Expenses 
for Admin-
istration 
7.05 
5.66 
4.06 
2.69 
2.01 
1.65 
Range 
Dollar 
Costs 
per 
ADM 
10.72%-5.32% $96.40 
7.09%-4.48% 51.37 
4.56%-3.42% 32.23 
3.27%-1.94% 21.65 
2.55%-1.55% 15.33 
2.13%-1.28% 12.04 
TABLE 11 
OCTOBER 1 ENROLLMENT COMPARISONS, 
District 19 73 1974 19 75 19 76 
Alpine 19,174 19,509 20,210 21,221 
Beaver 1,000 1,020 9 74 999 
Box Elder 8,851 8,527 8, S 77 8,491 
Cache 7,106 7, 2 36 7,420 7,629 
Carbon 4,011 3,977 4,083 4,265 
Daggett 180 200 182 205 
Davis 34,643 35, 0 31 35,222 35,985 
Duchesne 3,491 3 f s 77 3,632 3,490 
Emery 1,829 1,819 1, 9 73 2,299 
Garfield 864 927 892 877 
Grand 1,803 1,775 1,791 1,839 
Granite 62,319 62,120 61,726 61,381 
Iron 3,276 3,461 3, 4 75 3,598 
Jordan 29,932 31,980 34,589 37,261 
Juab 1,028 1,065 1, 023 1,023 
.Kane 940 911 913 950 
Millard 2,207 2,204 2,212 2,181 
Morgan 1,411 1,405 1,425 1,433 
Nebo 10,284 10 I 36 2 10,728 11,084 
N. Sanpete 1,201 1,240 1,267 1, 35 2 
19 7 3-19 77 
1977 Change over 1976 
1977 No. Percent 
22,267 +1,046 + 4. 9 3 
1, 00 7 + 8 + .80 
8,339 - 152 - l. 79 
7,814 + 185 + 2.49 
4,341 + 76 + 1.78 
199 - 6 - 2. 9 3 
36,339 + 354 + .98 
3,444 - 46 - l. 32 
2,549 + 250 +10.87 
864 - 13 - 1. 48 
1,858 + 19 + 1. 03 
60,356 -1,025 - 1. 6 7 
3,725 + 127 + 3. 5 3 
39,615 +2,354 + 6.32 
1,040 + 17 + 1. 66 
1,018 + 68 + 7 . 16 
2,159 - 22 - l. 01 
1,422 - 11 - .77 
11,515 + 431 + 3.89 
1, 39 2 + 40 + 2.96 
w 
0) 
TABLE 11 
( Continued) 
District 1973 19 74 19 75 19 76 
N. Sununit 659 659 660 680 
Park City 529 535 533 583 
Piute 373 372 361 360 
Rich 423 409 398 379 
San Juan 2,662 2,716 2,789 2,774 
Sevier 3,133 3,174 3,332 3,390 
s. Sanpete 1, 66 7 1,623 1,657 1,615 
s . Summit 74 7 722 726 737 
Tin tic 291 301 301 293 
Tooele 6,532 6,495 6,462 6,657 
Uintah 4,624 4,809 4,854 4,841 
Wasatch 1,814 1,816 1, 914 1,906 
Washing ton 4,534 4,604 4,817 4 I 9 35 
Wayne 4 32 4 39 416 416 
Weber 19,123 19 I 16 5 19 I 3 75 19,628 
Salt Lake 29,154 27,628 26,884 26,263 
Ogden 14,596 14,048 13,405 12,968 
Provo 9,006 8,917 9,134 9,287 
Logan 3,924 3,837 3,734 3,595 
1vlurray 6,027 5,773 5,642 5,601 
'TO'l'ALS 305,800 306,388 309 I 708 314,471 
19 77 
701 
657 
361 
406 
2,924 
3 I 4 70 
1,686 
752 
318 
6.739 
5,007 
1,993 
5,221 
460 
19,746 
24,999 
12,284 
9,503 
3,533 
5,309 
317,332 
1977 Change over 1976 
No. Percent 
+ 21 + 3. 09 
+ 74 +12.69 
+ 1 + . 2 8 . 
+ 27 + 7.12 
+ 150 + 5.41 
+ 80 + 2.36 
+ 71 + 4.40 
+ 15 + 2.04 
+ 25 + 8. 5 3 
+ 82 + 1. 23 
+ 166 + 3.43 
+ 87 + 4.56 
+ 286 + 5.80 
+ 44 +10.58 
+ 118 + .60 
-1,264 - 4.81 
- 684 - 5.27 
+ 216 + 2.33 
- 62 - 1. 72 
- 292 - S.21 
+2,861 + . 91 
w 
\.0 
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APPENDICES 
Appendix A 
Selected Questions with Logan-Cache Results 
ARE YOU GENERALLY 
4. SATISFIED WITH QUALITY OF EDUCATION YOUR 
CHILDREN RECEIVE(D) IN UTAH SCHOOLS? 
l. Very 
2. Somewhat 
3. Not 
4. Not at all 
5. Don't know 
5. REASONS FOR #3 and #4 ABOVE 
% 
49.2 
41. 3 
6.3 
1.6 
1.6 
1. Schools lack qualified teachers 1.6 
2. Overcrowd ed classrooms 3.2 
3. General programming getting worse 1.6 
4. Insufficient vocational training 
5. Need more discipline 
6. More college preparation 
7. Teachers not interested enough in 
stud c n ts 3. 2 
8. Miscellaneous 
9. Don't know or did not answer 
6. HAVE YOU EVER CALLED THE SUPERINTEi.-JDENT 
OF A MEMBER OF THE BOARD ABOUT AN 
EDUCATIONAL PROBLEM? 
1. Yes 
2. No 
7. DID YOU RECEIVE ADEQUATE ATTEN'I'ION? 
1. Yes-Satisfied 
2. Yes-Problem 
3. Yes--Some corrective action taken 
4. No--generally dissatisfied 
5. No--problems still exist 
6. No--didn't return call 
7. No--didn't listen 
8. Miscellaneous 
9. Don't know or did not answer 
8. HAVE YOU EVER TRI ED TO INFLUENCE OR 
CHANGE SCHOOL PROGRAMS OR POLICIES? 
1. Yes 
2. No 
90.5 
17.5 
82.5 
9.5 
l. 6 
3. 2 
l. 6 
84.l 
34.9 
65.l 
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9. FOR THOSE WHO ANSWERED #8 YES;· WHAT SUCCESS 
DID YOU HAVE? 
1. No success 
2. Very little success 
3. Satisfied with what was accomplished 
4. We actually changed a policy or 
program 
5. Some success 
6. 
7. 
8. Miscellaneous 
9. Don't know or did not answer 
10. HAVE YOU EVER WANTED TO SEE A SCHOOL POLICY OR 
PROGRAM CHANGED (Only for those who answered 
#8 "No.") 
1. Yes 
2. No 
11. WHY DIDN'T YOU TRY TO CHANGE IT? 
1. Did try--no results 
2. Bureaucr acy 
3. Didn't know how to go about it 
4. Wasn 't that important 
5. Too busy 
8. Miscellaneous 
9, Don't know or didn't answ e r 
12. IN REFERENCE TO BEING ABLE TO INFLUENCE 
DECISIONS WOULD YOU SAY THAT YOUR SCHOOL 
DISTRICT rs 
1. Too big 
2. About the right size 
3. Too Small 
4. Did not answer 
13. IN REFERENCE TO OFFERING YOUR CHILD THE BEST 
POSSIBLE EDUCATION YOUR DISTRICT IS: 
1. Too big 
2. About the right size 
3. Too small 
4. Did not answer 
14. WHAT INFLUENCE DOES SUPERINTENDENT AND S'rAFF 
HAVE ON QUALITY OF EDUCA':CION IN YOUR CHILD'S 
CLASSROOM? 
1. Very much 
2. Som e 
3. A little 
4. Not very much 
5. Don't know 
12.7 
1. 6 
15.9 
1. 6 
68.3 
30.2 
69.8 
3.2 
3.2 
11.1 
3.2 
14.3 
65.1 
15.9 
57.1 
7.9 
1. 9 
14.3 
68.3 
9.5 
7.9 
41. 3 
28.6 
1. 6 
4. 8 
3. 8 
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15. WHY DO 
l. 
2. 
3. 
4 . 
5. 
6 . 
7. 
8. 
9. 
YOU FEEL THIS WAY? 
New programs/systems 
Policy being carried out 
Too much responsibility 
Not enough authority 
Nothing being attempted 
Hires t eachers 
Concerned 
Too much power--too old to worry 
Don't know 
16. WHAT INFLUENCE DOES SCHOOL BOARD HAVE ON 
QUALITY OF EDUCATION IN YOUR CHILD'S 
CLASSROOM? 
l 7. 
1. Very much 
2. Some 
3. A little 
4. Not very much 
5. Don't know 
WHY DO 
l. 
2. 
3. 
4 . 
5. 
6 • 
7. 
8. 
9. 
YOU FEEL THIS WAY #16? 
Lack of interest 
Too busy 
Good policies 
They hire teachers 
Interest ed in problems 
Miscellaneous (s ets policy at 
suggestion of superintendent) 
Don't know or did not answer 
18. DO YOU KNOW THE NAME OF YOUR SCHOOL 
SUPERINTEl'WENT? 
1. Yes 
2. No 
19. HOW MANY MEMBERS OF YOUR SCHOOL BOARD CAN 
YOU NA..1\1E? 
1. None 
2. One 
3. Two 
4. Three or more 
20. IF SCHOOL DISTRICTS WERE COMBINED WOULD IT 
MAKE l'r EASIER OR HARDER FOR YOU TO Ii.'ffLUENCE 
OR CHANGE SCHOOL PROGRAMS AND POLICIES? 
1. Easier 
2. Harder 
3. Don't know 
12.7 
9.5 
l. 6 
3.2 
12.7 
12.7 
23.8 
23.8 
28.6 
23.8 
7.7 
11.1 
28.6 
6.3 
l. 6 
23.8 
l. 6 
11.1 
25.4 
30.2 
65.l 
34.9 
44.4 
12.7 
14.3 
28.6 
7. 9 
55.6 
36.5 
43 
21. IF SCHOOL DISTRICTS WERE COMBINED, DO YOU THINK 
THE NEW SCHOOL BOARD WOULD BE FAIR OR UNFAIR 
TO THE NEED AND INTERESTS OF PEOPLE IN YOUR 
AREA? 
l. 
2 . 
3. 
Fair 
Unfair 
Don't know 
22. IN REFERENCE TO YOUR OWN SCHOOL DISTRICT 
WOULD YOU FAVOR 
1. Combining with ano~her school district 
2. Dividing it into more than one 
3. Leav~ it as it is 
4. Don't know 
2 3. WHY DO YOU FEEL THIS WAY? 
1. Makes kids travel too far; can't 
participate 
2. Smaller is more . efficient 
3. O.K. as it is--Doesn't solve problems 
4. It would make it more personal 
5. Save money--better distribution of 
money; better facilities, better 
educational opportunities 
6 . Overloaded classes 
7. Get bett e r teachers 
8. Don't know or did not answ e r 
24. IN REFERENCE TO SCHOOL DISTRICTS 
THROUGHOUT UTAH WOULD YOU FAVOR: 
25. 
l. Combining districts into larger 
districts 
2. Dividing districts into smaller 
districts 
3. Making some smaller and some larger 
4. Leave all of them as they are 
5. Don't know 
WHY DO 
l. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5 . 
6. 
7. 
YOU FEEL THIS WAY? 
Depends--some too large, some too small 
OK as they are 
Classes overloaded 
Save money, better distribution of 
money, better educational opportunities 
Smaller is more efficient 
Kids travel too far 
Cut down number of administrators 
and superintendents 
8. Miscellaneous (st aadardize ; keep local 
control) 
9. Don't know--did not answer 
% 
55.6 
22.2 
22.2 
22.2 
6.3 
41. 3 
30. 2 
4. 8 
28.6 
3.2 
12.7 
3.2 
20.6 
27.0 
9.5 
15.9 
11. l 
14.3 
49.2 
25.4 
7. 9 
9.5 
3.2 
7.9 
l. 6 
11. l 
33.3 
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Appendix B 
Boren Recommendations 
Cache County-Logan City School Districts 
Logan City is an 1sland surrounded by the county 
school district. Students residing near the Logan City 
boundary lines in Cache County School District are trans-
ported by bus through the city past Logan High School to 
Sky View High School in Smithfield. The suburban area of 
River Heights; which is a natural part of the attendance 
area of Logan City District, presently operates a K-6 
4.5 
school with eight teachers for one hundred and fifty-five 
students. Cache County School District continues to increas e 
in size as Logan City School District decreases in size. 
Cache County School District has a population of 7,106 
stud e nts. Logan City School District has a population of 
3,924 stud e nts. The combined enrollment of the two 
districts is 11,030 students. With continu e d growth in the 
county the need for a new high school to hous e just eight 
hundred students would probably cost up to five million 
dollars. It would be far better to utiliz e and expand 
facilities at Logan High School than to construct a n ew 
high school in the county. Vest was certainly right 
tw e nty-four years ago when he said that in an area as much 
a single social and economic unit as Cache Val l ey , it is 
doubtful if school buildings can be locat ed wisely and the 
education program provided for ad e quat e ly unl e ss it is 
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considered a single unit. The future building programs 
which will, in all likelihood, run into millions of dollars 
over the next quarter century, can hardly be planned wisely 
as two independent districts. Furthermore, the decr ease in 
attendance in the city district will, in all probability, 
continu e . The city district is now too small to operate 
efficiently and economically. Its only hope is ultimate 
union with the county school district or the annexation of 
large areas of county population centers as has occurred 
in Provo. 
In the statewide opinion poll conducted in April of 
this year, some residents of the Cache County School 
District expressed concern that the merger of the two 
districts would work to the disadvantage of the county 
district. The available evidence indicates that both 
districts would benefit from a merger. 
A merger would provide the opportunity to: 
1. Improve school programs without additional 
expenditures. 
2. Maintain the same level of programs and services 
for less mon ey . 
3. Provide opportunity to us e personnel, equipment, 
and facilities more effectively and efficiently. 
In addition to the above cited advantages to a merger 
of the two districts, it should be noted that Logan patrons 
would be benefited by combining with the col1nty administra-
tive unit. Such a merger would make it economically 
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feaiibie to continue to provide quality school programs. 
Benefits would also accrue to county residents. Not only 
would they realize the cost benefits of increased size but 
they would also receive help by having projected school 
housing needs shared by Logan taxpayers. 
The majority of Cache Valley residents believe a new 
board in a combined school district would be fair to the 
needs and interests of the people in their local area. This 
belief is in marked contrast to the attitude prevalent in 
the state as a whole. 
One fourth of the people in Cache Valley definitely 
favor a merger of the two school districts. Over forty 
percent desire a continuation of the status quo. Interest-
ingly, almost one third of the residents don't know or 
don't express an opinion regarding th e merger of the two 
local school districts. This large percentage of people 
expressing a "don't know" response may be indicative of 
a genuine concern regarding this issue coupled with a lack 
of conviction as to what is in the long-term best interest 
of the people. 
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ADDENDUM 
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On the weekend that I handed in this thesis to be typed 
preparatory to its submission to the University Library, I 
received notice of some very recent legislation that would 
affect the school districts in Utah. Actually, the inform-
ation I received came in the form of a rumor that the state 
legislature, which was in special session at the time, had 
"frozen" all the school district's boundaries as they were 
then constituted. With some concern I called the State 
Senate and the Governor's office for information. On May 
30, I received a copy of the bill from Rep. Vern Wilcox 
(D-Huntsville). 
Finally, on the night of June 1, 1978, the bill's 
sponsor, Sen. James MacFarlane (D-Salt Lake) called me and 
told me the bill came out of an interim study group, of 
which he was chairman. He explained the bill's purposes 
as two fold: 
1. Even though the voters had removed the "consti-
tutional" provision, there was still a law on the books 
requiring cities of the first and second class to have 
their own school district. This bill repealed that law. 
2. The boundaries of the districts were felt to be in 
need of stabilization in the light of a possible Salt Lake 
City-County consolidation in the fall. The bill would 
alleviate the problem arising out of Salt Lake City's 
absorption of part of the county's schools. Under the 
bills provisions, that absorption would not happen. 
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Senate Bill #2, which I have included in this addendum, 
was passed as amended by both houses on May 25, 1978. In 
the Senate, it received 26 affirmative votes and l negative. 
In the House it received 49 affirmative votes and 14 
negative. 
1 
2 
(School District Amendments) 
1978 
3 SECOND SPECIAL SESSION 
4 S.B. No. 2 By: M. James Macfarlane 
~ Warren E. Pugh 
6 Moroni L. Jensen 
7 Al.'J ACT AMENDING SECTION 53-4-1, urAH CDDE ANNGrATED 1953, AS 
8 AMENDED BY CHAP'l'ER 117, LNi/S OF UI'AH 1971, SECTION' 53-4-6, 
9 urAH CODE ANHOTATED 1953, AS AM&'JDED BY CBAPTER 6, LAWS OF 
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10 urAH 19 71, FIRST SPECIAL SESSIO.\J, AS AMENDED BY CHAPTERS 15 
11 AND 14, LAWS OF lITAH 1972, A\JD SECTIONS 53-4-8, 53-4-10, AND 
12 53-4-13, UrAH CODE ANNUrATED 1953, REPEALil-JG AND REENACTING 
13 ,sECTIQ"-J 53-4-5, urAH CODE At.\JNGrATED 1953, AND REPEALL"-JG 
14 SECTIO.\J 53-4-4, UTAH CODE ANNGrATED 1953; RELATING 'ID PUBLIC 
15 SCHOOIS: PIDVIDING THAT BOTH COUNTi SCHOOL DISTRICTS AND 
16 CITY SCHOOL DISTRICTS L'J CITIES OF THE FIRST OR SECOND 
17 CLASS, EXISTlliG AS OF SEPTEMBER 1, 19 7 8, SHALL CO."-JTINUE; 
18 POOVIDING THAT EACH SCHOOL DISTRICT IS CQ'l'rROLLED BY ITS 
19 BOARD OF EDUCATION, Il'JDEPENDENT OF MUNICIPAL At.\lD COUNTY 
20 CDVERNMF.l\fl'S; IDENTIFYING CYrY SCHOOL DISTRICTS AS CITY 
21 SOIOOL DISI'RICTS WITHJN CITIES OF THE FIRST CLASS OR CITY 
22 SCHOOL DISTRICTS WITHIN CITIES OF THE SECOND CLASS; 
2 3 PROVIDING THAT ADOPTION OF A PLAN FDR AN OPTIONAL FDRM OF 
2 4 COUNTY CDVERNM&\J'r SHALL i'mr BE DEEMED 'ID BE AN EXTRl'JSION OF 
25 THE BOU'JDARIES OF THE CITY FDR PURPOSES OF THE SCHOOL 
26 DISrRICT LlWl, AND THAT SUCH AIDPTIQIJ SHALL Nor ALTER Al.\JY 
2 7 SCHOOL DISTRICT; AL.I.,O:;,vL'-JG A CIT{ TO COOPERATE AND CONI'RACT 
2 8 WITH ALL SCHOOL DISrRICTS WHOLLY OR PARI'IALLY WITHIN THE 
29 CITY; AND REPEALING THE PROVISION THAT EACH CITY OF THE 
30 FIRS'r AN'D SECOND CLASS SHALL COL-JSTI'IUrE OL'JE SCHOOL DISI'RICT. 
31 Be it enacted by the Legislature of the State of Utah: 
32 Section 1. Section 53-4-1, Utah Code Annotated 1953, as 
33 arre.."ld2d by Chapter 117, Laws of Utah 1971, is anend2d to read: 
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1 S.B. No. 2 
---
2 53-4-1. Each county shall constitute a county school 
3 district; provided, that [erise:i:n'3] both county school 
4 districts and city school districts within cities of the first or 
5 second class, existing as of September 1, 1978, shall continU2 as 
6 such [eeffiey J school districts until changed as provided by law. 
7 Whenever two or rrore county school districts, each having less 
8 than 2, 000 students in average daily attendance and each 
9 maintaining a hig.1t school which is located within thirty miles 
10 from another high school within the county; desire to lmite and 
11 form a single rounty school district, it shall be done in one of 
12 the follo.ving manners: 
13 When there shall be presented to a board of rounty 
14 c:ormri.ssioners a resolution approved by a rna.jority of the ne..llbers 
15 of each of the boards of education in each of tr1e cmmty school 
16 districts within a county providing for the consolidation of the 
17 districts, consolidation shall be established in accordance with 
18 provisions of this chapter. If no such resolution is approved 
19 and presented to the boa.rd of county commissioners but there is 
20 presented to that board a petition signed by a majority of the 
21 rrernbers of the boards of education or 15% of t..he qualified 
22 electors in each of the two or more county school districts, 
23 praying for the submission of the question of uniting said 
24 districts into a county school district, the board of county 
25 rorrmissioners shall submit the question of consolidating such 
26 districts into a cnunty school di.strict at the next general 
27 election to the qualified electors of such districts; and such 
28 election shall be conducted and the returns canvassed in all 
29 respects as provided by law for the cmducting of general 
30 elections and canvassing the returns thereof. 
31 Before consolidation shall be established in ccrnpliance with 
32 the petition praying for submission of the question of 
33 consolidation, the vote for consolidation shall be equal to, or 
34 greater than, a majority of the total number of votes cast for 
-2-
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1 S.B. No. 2 
---
2 and against consolidation collecti ve ly from all districts 
3 affected. 
4 Section 2. Section 53-4-5, Utah Code Annotated 1953, is 
5 repeal e d and reenacted to read: 
6 53-4-5. Each school district is controll ed by its board of 
7 education and is independent of municioal and county governrrents, 
8 and all school property ther e in is under the direction and 
9 control of the board of education of the school district. 
10 Section 3. Section 53-4-6, Utah Code Annotated 1953, as 
11 anended by Chapter 6, Laws of Utah 1971, First Special Session, 
12 as arrended by Chapters 15 and 14, Laws of Uta.11 1972, is arrended 
13 to read: 
14 53-4-6. The board of educa t ion of [ei:e:es] a city school 
15 district within a city of th e first class shall consist of seven 
16 rrerrbe rs and [ei'e:i:es] th e bo a rd of educ a tion of a city school 
17 district within a city of th e s econd cl ass shall consist of five 
18 rrembers. [E:±'e.:i:es J A city school district in a city of the 
19 first cl as s shall be divi de d into seve n precincts, and [e:i:'e:i:es] a 
20 city school district in a city of tl1e second class shall be 
21 divided into five precincts. The pr e cincts shall be 
22 reapportioned by the city corrmission at least onre ev e ry ten 
23 ye ars beginning January 1, 1972, to achieve as nearly as may be 
24 possible of equal population and in cc:npact fo:r:m, except that in 
25 those districts in cities of the first and second class wher e 
26 reapportionrrent has occurr e d within a four-year period preceding 
2 7 the beginning of 19 72 and a further reapportionrrent made in 19 72 
2 8 would not chang e the precincts, the reapportionrrent required by 
29 this section during the first ten-year period beginning January 
30 1, 1972, shall be reerred to be fulfill ed and th e rrerrbers of the 
31 board of educatim of those districts shall serve until the 
32 expiration of th e term for which th ey were elected, after which 
33 tine th e rrernbers of the board of edu ca tion of such districts 
-3-
54 
1 S.B. No. 2 
---
2 shall be elected in accordance with the provisions of section 
3 53-5-7. 
4 Section 4. Section 53-4-8, Utah Code Annotated 1953, is 
5 arrended to read: 
6 53-4-8. The board of education of every school district 
7 shall be a body corporate under the name of the "Board of 
8 Education of . . . . . . . . . . School District" or [" ......... . 
9 e.i:ey"] "Board of Education of . .. ... .... City School District" as 
10 the case may be (inserting the proper name) ; and shall have an 
11 official seal confonnable to such nane, which shall be used by 
12 its cle:rk in the authentication of all matters requirin g it. 
13 Said board=; in the narre aforesaid may sue and be st.:ed, and may 
14 ta1<.e, hold, lease, sell and convey real and personal property as 
15 the interests of the schools may require. 
16 Section 5. Section 53-4-10, Utah Code Annotated 1953, is 
1 7 arrend2d to read: 
18 53-4-10. When all the territory of a school district shall 
19 becorre annexed to a city of the first or second class by the 
20 extension of the boundaries of the city, all the school 
21 property, including rroneys on hand and dl.J.12 to such district, 
22 together with all records and papers belonging to such district 
23 shall be transferred to and title shall vest in the board of 
24 education of sud1 city, and such board of education shall assume 
25 and be held responsible for the legitimate flo ating and bonded 
26 i.ncebtedness of such annexed district ; except that acbption of 
27 a plan for an optional fo:rm of county goverrurent under sections 
28 17-35a-l through 17-35a-15 shall not be deerred to be extension of 
29 the boundaries of the city unrer this chapter, and such adoption 
30 shall not alter or affect the boundaries, organiz ation, powers, 
31 duties or functi .ons of any school district. 
32 Section 6. Section 53-4-13, Utah Code Annotated 1953, is 
33 arrended to read: 
-4-
l S.B. No. 2 
---
2 53-4-13. Cities and school districts rray oontract and co-
3 operat e with one anoth e r in rratt e rs affecting th e health, 
4 welfare, and convenience of the inhabitants within their 
5 respective territorial limits; and cities rray disburse public 
6 funds in aid of the school district or districts wholly or 
7 partially within the lilnits of the respective cities. 
8 Section 7. Section 53-4-4, Utah Core Annotated 1953, is 
9 repealed. 
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The amendment as proposed and passed on the floors of both 
the House and Senate. 
1 S.B. No. 2 
---
2 shall be elected in accordance with the provisions of Section 
3 53-5-7. 
4 Section 4. Section 53-1-8, Utah Code Annotated 1953, is 
5 arrenced to read: 
6 53-4-8. The board of education of every school district 
7 shall be a body oorporate under the name of the "B8ard of 
8 Education of .......... School District" or[" ......... . 
9 e±~y!.!. J "Board of Education of .......... City School District" as 
10 the case may be (inserting the proper name) ; and shall have an 
11 official seal confonnable to such na.."Te, which shall be used by 
12 its clerk in the authentication of all matters requiring it. 
13 Said boards in the narre afor e said may sue and be sued, and may 
14 take, hold, leas e , se ll and conv ey real and personal property as 
15 the int e rests of the schools may require. 
16 Se ction 5. Se ction 53-4-10, Utah Code Annotated 1953, is 
17 arrended to read: 
18 53-4-10. When all th e territory of a school district shall 
19 bec:nrrc anne xe d to a city of the first or second class by th e 
20 extension of th e boundaries of the city, all the school 
21 property, including noneys on hand and due to such district, 
22 together with all r e mrds and papers belonging to such district 
23 shall be transferr ed to and title shall vest in the board of 
24 education of such city, and such board of education shall assurre 
25 and be held responsible for the legitimate floating and bonded 
26 indebtedness of such ann e xed district; and when th e t erritory of 
par>t of 
27 a s chool district &S annexed t o a city that includ es a city school 
distr>ict by 
28 extension of the boundar>ies of the city, all of such annex ed 
ter>ritoI'lj which is 
29 contiguous to th e city school dist r>ict shal l be includ ed within 
the city school 
30 distri .ct ; except that ad option of 
31 a plan for ai, option al form of county gove rrurent under sections 
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32 1 7-35a- l through l 7-35a-15 shall not be deemed to be extension of 
33 the boundaries of the city under this chapter, and sud1 adoption 
34 shall not alter or affect the boundaries, organization, pavers, 
35 duties or functions of any school district. 
36 Section 6. Section 53-4-13, Utah Code Annotated, 1953, is 
37 arrended to read: 
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